Analyzing the collective opinion of presumed experts, often termed a perception study, is a frequently used approach for rating journals or evaluating education programs. Replicating the 1985 Kohl-Davis study, seventy-one library and information science (LIS) journals are ranked according to their mean rating on a 1 to 5 ordinal scale by deans of ALA-accredited education programs and by the directors of ARL libraries (surveyed during the summer of 2003). Comparison of the results with the 1985 study found considerable continuity in journal perceptions over the past two decades, but more so by directors than deans. A weak to moderate correlation was found between deans' ratings and Journal Citation Reports citation scores, whereas the correlations between directors' perceptions and citation data were weak to nonexistent. The findings confirm a hierarchy of prestige among LIS journals, but the hierarchical order differs somewhat between deans and directors.
lthough, in theory, every research article should be judged on its own merits, the journal in which it is published o�en serves as a proxy indicator of research quality. The evaluation of scholarly journals is important for selection and cancellation decisions by librarians, the evaluation of faculty and librarians for promotion and tenure as well as annual performance reviews, manuscript submission decisions by authors, monitoring of their journals by editors and publishers, and familiarizing new doctoral students or outsiders (such as members of a university-wide promotion and tenure commi�ee evaluating faculty from other departments) with a field's journals.
Both journal rankings, which place a set of journals in hierarchical order according to some type of evaluative measure, and journal ratings, which calculate evaluative scores for a set of journals without placing them in explicit hierarchical order, can help evaluate the scholarly journals of a discipline. The two most frequently used journal ranking/rating criteria in library and information science (LIS) as well as other disciplines are citation data (such as impact factor or total citation count in the Institute for Scientific Information's Journal Citation Reports) and the perceptions of domain experts.
This research replicates an analysis and ranking of LIS journals based on the perceptions of LIS education program deans and directors of large research libraries, which was published in 1985 by David F. Kohl and Charles H. Davis. 1 The Kohl-Davis study, as is demonstrated in the literature review, served as a model for several subsequent perception-based rankings of LIS journals by various constituencies and was last replicated about a decade ago by Virgil L. P. Blake. 2 The benefits and drawbacks of journal perception studies have been debated in the literature and briefly summarized by Thomas E. Nisonger. 3 Proponents argue that expert perception can reflect subtle nuances of journal value not readily captured by citation data or other objective measures and that perception rankings reflect the collective judgment of domain specialists whose knowledge of the field and its journals may reasonably be presumed. Critics of the perception approach contend that respondents may be biased, unfamiliar with the titles they are rating or have outdated perceptions, that important titles might have been omi�ed from the list for evaluation, and that the criteria on which journals are being rated may be vague or ill defined.
Literature Review
Nisonger identified 178 rankings or ratings of LIS journals published between 1952 and 1997. 4 A�er citation-based rankings (nine different citation methods were used), perception studies (25 contained in 12 published studies) were the most frequently employed approach. Other ranking methods included productivity (i.e., the number of articles contributed to an indexing or abstracting database) and readership. In fact, the earliest LIS journal evaluations identified in this investigation used the perception method. More than half a century ago in 1952, Alice I. Bryan, as part of the Public Library Inquiry survey, rated a list of eight journals based on the percentage of 1,837 professional librarians and 461 subprofessionals who judged the title "had made very helpful contributions towards the effectiveness of their library work during the past year." 5 Mary Lee Bundy's survey of public library directors asked them to name published articles considered "particularly good" and regular columns or features they "like especially." 6 She then listed fourteen journals according to the number of times their articles were mentioned and twelve titles in order of the times their columns or features were wri�en on the survey forms. C. W. Hanson and Patricia Tilbury asked participants at the 1962 Aslib conference in the United Kingdom to list the three journals they "most look forward to seeing" and ranked the top twenty-five by tabulating their responses. 7 In order to generate a citation pool for a document delivery test, Rudolf Jacob Penner asked the deans of the seven Canadian LIS education programs to list the twenty journals they deemed "most important for research and education" in the field and then ranked twenty-four titles based on the number of times mentioned. 8 Some journal rankings or ratings have been compiled from the subjective judgment of faculty in a single LIS education program. Charles T. Meadow and Mary Ann Zaborowski presented a list of journals to four Drexel University LIS faculty and in 1979 published a ranking of the top ten journals according to the number of votes received. 9 Robert M. Hayes published ratings for 140 journals based on the number of UCLA LIS faculty who identified them as "central" or "peripheral" to their specialties. 10 Kohl and Davis, whose methodology was modeled on evaluations of LIS education programs by Herbert S.White 11 12 13 surveyed the sixty-six deans of schools/ institutions with ALA-accredited library programs and the eighty-five directors of ARL institutions in the fall of 1982 to determine if there were a perceived "hierarchy of prestige" among the field's journals.
14 Respondents were asked to rate a list of thirty-one journals, culled from a core journal listing by Jesse H. Shera, 15 on a 1 to 5 ordinal scale concerning "how important publication in that journal was for the consideration of promotion and tenure at their institution" and to indicate in no particular order the five most prestigious journals, termed the "top five" method. 16 The Kohl-Davis methodology served as a model for several subsequent journal rankings. Renee Tjoumas asked public library directors to rate a list of fi�y-six periodicals on a 1 to 5 ordinal scale concerning their "usefulness for the performance of work-related duties." 17 Virgil L. Blake compared the ratings of fi�y-five journals by LIS faculty specializing in school media with those of district-level school library media coordinators.
18 Tjoumas and Blake then compared the la�er's journal ratings by LIS school media faculty with a new set of evaluations by faculty specializing in public librarianship. 19 Finally, Blake replicated the Kohl-Davis methodology by surveying in 1992 the deans of schools with ALA-accredited LIS education programs and the directors of ARL libraries, asking them to rate a list of fifty-seven journals. 20 Note that the original Kohl-Davis article and the later studies using its methodology found, among other things, that a hierarchy of journal prestige does indeed exist and that for many journals perceptions of their prestige vary among different stakeholder groups and longitudinally over time.
The most recent perception ranking of LIS journals was published in 1997 by E. E. Nkereuwem. 21 Nigerian academic librarians rated a list of journals on a 0 to 10 scale according to the "quality" of their articles. Twenty-six journals were ranked based on "journal impact," calculated by multiplication of the mean rating by the proportion of respondents sufficiently familiar with the journal to rate it plus addition of the mean rating to the result.
Journal rankings based on the perceptions of subject experts (variously termed "perception," "prestige," or "subjective" studies) have been compiled in numerous social science disciplines and professional fields other than library and information science. Examples include political science by Michael W. Giles 33 Typically, these studies rank a list of journals through a 4-, 5-, or 10-point quality scale.
In addition to rating journals per se, these studies have investigated such questions as the correspondence between citation and perception rankings, the longitudinal stability of perception rankings, and the extent to which specialists give higher ratings to journals in their own areas.
Methodology
The methods Kohl and Davis used in the original study were replicated with an expanded set of journal titles. In early July, 2003, questionnaires were mailed to the fi�y-six deans, directors, or department chairs of schools with ALA-accredited LIS education programs (identified through the ALA Web site) and the directors of the 120 ARL libraries (member institutions were determined through the ARL Web site and their directors identified through the member library Web sites directly linked to the ARL Web site). A second questionnaire was sent in late September to those who did not respond to the first mailing.
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Deans of ALA-accredited LIS education programs and ARL library directors were selected to replicate the Kohl-Davis study. Moreover, these populations may reasonably be assumed to be familiar with the quality of various LIS journals as well as the promotion and tenure policies at their institutions.
There were two parts to the survey instrument. Part one asked respondents to rate a list of seventy-one journals on a 1 (low) to 5 (high) ordinal scale according to their perception of "how important publication in each journal is for promotion and tenure at your institution." Respondents were instructed not to rate (i.e., to indicate NF [not familiar]) for those titles "which you do not have enough familiarity with to rate." They also were given the opportunity to suggest additional titles not on the original list that they believed should have been included.
The list of seventy-one journals included the titles in the original Kohl-Davis study, if still active, and those covered in the "information and library science" subject category in the 2001 Journal Citation Reports (the most current edition available when the questionnaire was designed in the early summer of 2003). A number of titles were added to give representation to all-electronic journals (e.g., First Monday and D-Lib Magazine) and topics that had emerged since the initial Kohl-Davis study (e.g., Internet Research). In contrast to the Kohl-Davis study, Canadian journals were included on the list if they met these criteria. In applying these criteria, a few likely journals (e.g., Portal: Libraries and the Academy) were inevitably omi�ed from the list.
Ulrich's Periodicals Directory and Google Web searches were used to verify that all seventy-one titles were still active and listed under the currently correct title. Of the thirty-one titles in the first Kohl (JASIST) . In instances of recent name changes, the former title also was indicated on the questionnaire to avoid confusion.
In part two of the survey, the ARL library directors and LIS education program heads were asked to list, in no particular order, the five most prestigious journals "to have published in for promotion and tenure purposes at your institution." No further instructions were given, so respondents were free to list titles on the original list, titles not so listed, or a combination of the two categories. Kohl and Davis as well as other investigators have referred to this technique as the "top five method."
It is the authors' understanding that all schools with ALA-accredited programs currently have a promotion and tenure system in place. The questionnaire sent to directors of ARL libraries differed slightly from that mailed to the heads of LIS education programs, as it asked whether their institution had promotion and tenure systems and instructed respondents whose institutions lacked these policies to rate the seventy-one titles and list the top five "according to the prestige asso-ciated with publishing in it." Finally, the questionnaires to both groups concluded with an open-ended question asking for general comments.
This investigation's analysis is based on the mean rating of each journal by LIS deans and the mean ratings by library directors. Two methods were used to calculate the mean ratings. In the first method, used in the Kohl-Davis study and by Blake, blank responses were counted as zero, predicated on the assumption that a respondent's nonfamiliarity with a title reflected negatively on its status. In the second method, blank responses were simply disregarded so that journals highly rated by smaller numbers of respondents would not be disadvantaged. Tables 7 and  8 follow the same format for analyzing internal consensus in the deans' ratings.
Results

A�er
To further illustrate the calculation of the internal consensus scores (and the different calculation methods for tables 5 and 6 contrasted with tables 7 and 8), let us examine the directors' ratings for Cybermetrics:
Rated as 0 (i.e., did not rate) = 43 Rated as 1 = 1 Rated as 2 = 0 Rated as 3 = 7 Rated as 4 = 3 Rated as 5 = 2 For table 5, which considers nonrating responses as 0, the two adjacent categories with the largest number of ratings are 0 (43 responses) and 1 (1 response) for a total of forty-four out of the fi�y-six directors, the internal consensus is 78.6 percent. In table 6, the forty-three nonrating responses are disregarded. Therefore, the two adjacent categories with the most frequent number of responses are 3 (7 responses) and 4 (3) responses for a total of 10. Cybermetrics' internal consensus in table 6 is thus calculated as 76.9 percent (10 of the 13 responses in the analysis).
Using 50.0 percent as the threshold and counting nonresponses as 0, as done by Kohl and Davis, the directors achieved consensus on forty-nine titles (69.0% of the 71) and the deans displayed consensus on fi�y-four titles (76.1%). The degree of consensus among directors is somewhat higher than the 64.5 percent figure (20 of 31) in the original study, but consensus among deans is lower than the 87.1 percent level (27 of 31) from the first investigation. 45 When blank responses are disregarded, a method not used by Kohl and Davis, the directors' consensus increases to 98.6 percent (70 of 71) and the deans' consensus rises to 100 percent. Note that higher consensus levels are almost inevitable with the second method because there are only five possibilities rather than six. With nonresponses rated 0, there is a strong .864 correlation between the directors' ratings here and in Kohl-Davis for the set of twenty-five titles covered in both; the correlation for the deans' ratings is .781. These correlations suggest considerable stability in both groups' perception of journals over the past twenty years. It is questionable whether one could make a valid comparison between the ratings in table 2, calculated by disregarding nonrating responses, and the Kohl-Davis study because they did not use that method. 
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The Top Five Method Following White's methodology for evaluating LIS education programs, 47 Kohl and Davis noted that the unordered "top five" technique forces respondents into "extreme choices," which, unlike an ordinal scale, are not influenced by secondary or tertiary ratings. 48 They believed this approach might be unreliable when consensus falls below 40 percent, but that it "works well when there is a strong consensus." Table 10 lists the directors' top  five choices and table 11 In summary, the overlap in the most prestigious journals according to both the mean rating and "top five" approaches in this study and the notable continuity over twenty years in the top five choices reinforce the perception of an exceedingly high-prestige status for some elite journals. As with the mean ratings, there is greater continuity in the directors' perceptions than in the deans'. In contrast to the directors, there is a remarkably even distribution among the thirty-nine additional titles suggested by the deans as only four were named more than twice. American Archivist was mentioned by four deans, and Archival Science, Archivaria, and Information Retrieval were each named by three deans. It is noteworthy that most of these titles focus on archival science. Ten titles were proposed by two different deans, and twenty-five were listed only once.
In the Kohl-Davis study, LIS deans suggested fifteen additional titles and ARL directors suggested only ten, leading them to conclude, "our choice of core library journals was confirmed." 50 The larger number of additional titles suggested here, even though the titles on the list for rating more than doubled in size from thirty-one to seventy-one, calls into question whether a single core list for the LIS field exists.
Open-ended Responses
Fifteen deans and thirteen directors wrote comments in response to the questionnaire's open-ended section. The most prevalent theme concerned the importance of non-LIS journals. Specific comments from various deans included: "Titles from other disciplines are important for faculty from those disciplines"; "The nature of LIS research is such that any listing of LIS journals will not catch the outlyers [sic]"; "Because our faculty is multidisciplinary, we also look favorably computer science, bioinformatics, operations research, communications studies, sociology, and history were specifically mentioned as fields whose journals could be important. One dean wrote, "An essential problem here is the diversity of our field… the fractured nature of the discourse functionally means that there are few reputable journals publishing across the field" and a director stated "[It is] very hard to rate such different sorts of journals on one common scale." Other points included the significance of peerreviewed journals, the influence of a candidate's specialty area on the relative importance of the journals in his or her case, and the fact that factors other than journal quality are considered. Some respondents mentioned various journal categories they believed were omi�ed from or underrepresented on the initial list (e.g., archival science, Haworth Press publications, and all-electronic journals). A few noted that their institutions did not have a "stated policy" or "prescribed list" regarding journals in the promotion and tenure process.
Thirteen directors responded but declined to complete the questionnaire, citing reasons such as institutional policy against completing surveys, their library does not collect LIS literature, lack of knowledge about the journals, the concept of prestige is "ambiguous," and (the most frequently stated reason) their institution does not have a promotion and tenure policy. One nonresponding director wrote that the same list could not be used for both promotion and tenure and journal collection management decisions-a potentially debatable point.
One director stated, "I want many of these journals [on our list] to cease publication. They simply should not exist." And a dean exclaimed, "No stamp? You got my time and my 37 cents-you lucked out" (return postage was not included because institutional support for mailing was assumed), thus demonstrating there are some curmudgeons in both groups.
Correspondence between Perception Ratings and Citation Data
To explore the relationship between the perceptions of journals and citation data, this study's mean ratings were correlated with the journals' citation scores from the 2001 Journal Citations Reports (the most current version when the project was designed during the first half of 2003). relations of the deans' mean ratings with impact factor (.528) and of their ratings with total citations (.479), when blank responses are disregarded. In contrast, the correlations drop precipitously when blank responses are counted as 0 to .304 for impact factor and .254 for total citations. It is striking that the correlations between the directors' ratings and citation data range from weak (.267) to practically nonexistent (.038). The correlations in table 14 are higher when blank responses are disregarded rather than counted as 0, suggesting the former may be a more valid measure of calculating the mean rating score. There may be a variety of reasons why the deans' ratings have a moderate association with the JCR citation measures and the ARL library directors' do not. It is probable that JCR citation data measure a journal's contribution to research to a greater extent than its usefulness for professional practice, whereas deans placed a greater emphasis in their ratings on the former and directors the la�er. Deans may be familiar with a broader range of journals and may have more accurately estimated the quality of information science and nonacademic library science journals. Indeed, the fact that deans tended to give higher ratings to information science journals that have high citation scores is undoubtedly an important factor. A complete explanation for this phenomenon is not readily apparent and requires further research beyond this article's scope.
Although most journal rankings do not analyze the correlation between perception and citation data, a few such reports for other disciplines are available in the literature. Christenson 
Conclusions
Although a new citation ranking of LIS journals is available each year through the Journal Citation Reports, this replication of the Kohl-Davis 57 study offers a current perception-based ranking, updating Blake's 58 1996 ranking, which used data gathered in 1992. This study, like its predecessors, has demonstrated that a hierarchy of prestige among LIS journals does indeed exist, but the hierarchical order differs somewhat between the two constituencies. There is notable continu- The authors' findings suggest (but do not prove) that the composition of LIS as a discipline is changing. As noted above, several respondents questioned whether a single list of journals could represent the LIS field, given its increasingly diverse, interdisciplinary, and even multidisciplinary nature. This contention is supported by the fact that the number of journals listed among the "top five" and as additions to the list for rating is much higher now than twenty years ago.
Some caveats regarding the use and interpretation of these findings are in order. Journal value is multifaceted, so that a low-ranking journal in this study may still be important for supporting teaching, professional practice, a specialty area, or some other purpose. Although a journal rating has potential use for journal collection management decisions in libraries and university promotion and tenure decisions, the perception of a journal's prestige is simply one bit of information that should be used cautiously in conjunction with other indicators, such as the publisher's reputation, rejection rate, indexing coverage, editorial board membership, status of authors contributing to the journal, and so on. The journal's relevance 
